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THE PRINCIPLES OF FAMSPEAK 

An updating of ‘The Principles of Newspeak’ in 1984 by George Orwell 

(Note: Many of Orwell’s words remain. Quotes are taken from the Care Review final 
document) 

The failure of Famspeak has to be documented. The ambition of the ‘scale and 
specialist capabilities’ to ‘address the current weaknesses in the system and 
establish organisations able to transform the care system’ was never translated into 
practice as it proved to be a utopian idealism, a system with all the messy bits taken 
out. 

The inherent weaknesses grew and with no ways of understanding what was 
happening. It was for this purpose that there had to be determined work of 
Reclaiming Social Work, which was ironic as this was the name given to the project 
by the few people who instituted Famspeak. 

Famspeak 
 
Famspeak was the official language of FrontFam and had been devised to meet the 
ideological needs of Family Help, which superseded English Social Work as a system 
‘relentlessly focused on children and families.’  
 
In the year 2022 there was not as yet anyone who used Famspeak as his sole means 
of communication, either in speech or writing.  
 
There were blogs written by those in the FrontFam leadership who occupied influential 
positions regarding theory and practice in national and local government 
 
It was expected that Famspeak would have finally superseded Social Work language 
7 years from its introduction. The only remnants of social work that were to survive 
were to be redesigned and redefined, as in the role of ‘Expert Child Protection 
Practitioner’ 
 
Famspeak initially gained ground steadily as people uncritically accepted the Care 
Review from which it emerged.  
 



All those who were aligned to the Care Review used Famspeak. They used Famspeak 
words and grammatical constructions more and more in their everyday speech at 
work. Social Work language was moving to the margins.  
 
The Famspeak that emerged from the Care Review was the latest iteration of a 
determined group to redefine and reshape children’s care. There had been previous 
attempts tinkering with legislation to create exemption or exceptions in the name of 
flexibility and ending bureaucracy. During these episodes lessons were learned for the 
fullest redesign that was the Care Review. Before there had not been blueprint and 
the proposals made lacking definition, and attention to interpretation of the law, was 
ended by the Courts.  
 
The removal of care during the pandemic was a pivotal moment. The image of the 
MPs voting for a Statutory Instrument that stripped children on rights was seared into 
many people minds, it led many to turn aside from advocacy for what had been 
professional ethics, and others to mount desperate defences.  
 
Another step taken loosening focus and hopes came with the loss of the entitlement 
to care for 16-year-olds. From then on, the new minimum standards introduced made 
it that they only were entitled to support, changes were enacted to fit the ideological 
goal no matter that the theory and reality said otherwise, nor that all specialists agreed 
that support cannot be given without care. The disjuncture in thinking was not 
addressed, nor dismissed, just avoided. 
 
Announcing the Care Review Government declared no plan, only a deliberately 
vaguely defined future, which was repeated alongside examples of how the system 
was ‘broken’ and failing children, and why a new ‘dramatic whole system reset’ was 
necessary. All was provisional with many superfluous words and archaic formations 
which were due to be suppressed later. The Care Review made things no longer 
provisional. It is with the final, perfected version, as embodied in the Care Review that 
we are concerned here. 
 
The purpose of Famspeak was not only to provide a medium of expression for 
the worldview and mental habits proper to the devotees of Family Help but to 
make all other modes of thought impossible.  
 
It was intended that when Famspeak had been adopted once and for all and social 
work/care forgotten, to remember it was a heretical thought, to recall previous theory 
and practice resulted in being dropped from the inner circle of decision making, denied 
credibility and funding.  
 
A professional cultural revolution was driven through, or rather the dilution, some said 
dereliction, of social work/ care was continued from the other insurgent initiatives that 
has been prefixed by Front across children’s services but were soon to be applied to 
other Ministries (Front line was given a new perspective when the Ministry of Defence 
was renamed FrontDef).  
 
Any thought diverging from the principles of FrontFam should be literally unthinkable, 
at least so far as thought is dependent on words. Its vocabulary was so constructed 
as to give exact and often very subtle expression to every meaning that a FrontFam 



subscriber, also called innovators, could properly wish to express, while excluding all 
other meanings and also the possibility of arriving at them by indirect methods.  
 
This was done partly by the invention of new definition of concepts such as Family 
Help (new meaning replaced “targeted early help” and “child in need”), by eliminating 
undesirable words and by stripping such words as remained of unorthodox meanings, 
and so far as possible of all secondary meanings whatever. So it was that Attachment 
gave way to Relationships in the Care Review, Resilience, even EWB, gave way to 
Love - there was no understanding of ‘Love is not enough’). Everyday warm words 
replaced the precise and professional.  
 
The previous disputatious reflective discourse of social work/care ended. If it was 
uttered it was decried as outdated and institutional. Collaborative working was seen 
as superseding the previous peer reviewing; thesis, anti-thesis, synthesis was ended. 
Getting it right first time was seen as effective and efficient. This involved those who 
were selectively chosen to be what were described as ‘experts,’ though they had no 
knowledge or experience of the matters they were to decide upon.  
 
Social work/care was denigrated for not being politically or intellectually free. 
Famspeak was so successful at colonising the thinking, discourse, direction of policy 
and practice that political and intellectual freedom no longer existed even as concepts 
and were therefore of necessity nameless. The political neutrality of Famspeak had 
become routine and banal. Its vocabulary of warm sentimentality prevented clinical 
analysis of the needs of vulnerable children, high level needs and complex. This was 
to lead to Famspeak foundering once its shortfall was obvious, without the language 
to describe serious levels of need services, after a while, were absent. There was one 
case that was the tipping point where a child had over 100 family-based placements 
and no further could be found. Every door was a wrong door. This led to a rapid 
researching of the history books and the finding and bringing back of the people who 
knew the language that was accurate, and the settings that could meet the needs. 
 
That was a longer way into the future, meanwhile along with the suppression of 
definitely heretical words the reduction of vocabulary was regarded as an end in itself, 
and no word that could be dispensed with was allowed to survive. Famspeak was 
designed not to extend but to diminish the range of thought (though it was skilfully not 
presented in this way and its true mission concealed), and this purpose was indirectly 
assisted by cutting the choice of words down to a minimum. 
 
Famspeak was founded on the English language as we now know it, though many 
Famspeak sentences, even when not containing newly created ways of speaking, 
would be barely intelligible to a social work/care speaker of our own day.  
 
Famspeak words were divided into three distinct classes, known as the A vocabulary, 
the B vocabulary (also called compound words), and the C vocabulary. It will be 
simpler to discuss each class separately, but the grammatical peculiarities of the 
language can be dealt with in the section devoted to the A vocabulary, since the same 
rules held good for all three categories. 

  
The A vocabulary.  

 



The A vocabulary consisted of the words needed for the business of everyday life — 
for example family, this being a word that we already possessed. Their meanings were 
far more rigidly defined, in this case it excluded any group care. All ambiguities and 
shades of meaning had been purged out of them. So far as it could be achieved, a 
Famspeak word of this class was simply a staccato sound expressing one clearly 
understood concept. It would have been quite impossible to use the A vocabulary for 
literary purposes or for political or philosophical discussion. It was intended only to 
express simple, purposive thoughts, usually involving concrete objects or physical 
actions. 
 
The grammar of Famspeak had two outstanding peculiarities. The first of these was 
an almost complete interchangeability between different parts of speech. Any word in 
the language (in principle this applied even to very abstract words such as if or when) 
could be used either as verb (to family), noun (the family). Some uses of these words 
were suppressed, for example, any substitution or alternative to a family.  
 
Certain of our present-day adjectives, such as good, strong, big, soft, were retained, 
but their total number was very small. Some were not retained for use, such as ‘bad’ 
family, ‘negative’ family experience. Adverse care experiences was a term that had 
been previously fashionable but now was not possible to be spoken.  
 
By such methods it was found possible to bring about an enormous diminution of 
vocabulary. All that was necessary, in any case where two words formed a natural pair 
of opposites, was to decide which of them to suppress.  
 
The tense of Famspeak present or future affirmative and always with behavioural 
intent; ‘reset,’ ‘take back control of this system,’ ‘scale and specialist capabilities of 
RCCs will address the current weaknesses in the system and establish organisations 
able to transform the care system.’ 

   

The B vocabulary. The B vocabulary consisted of words which had been 
deliberately constructed for political purposes: words, which is to say, which not only 
had in every case a political implication but were intended to impose a desirable mental 
attitude upon the person using them.  
 
Without a full understanding of the principles of Famspeak it was difficult to use these 
words correctly. In some cases they could be translated into social work language, or 
even into words taken from the A vocabulary, but this usually demanded a long 
paraphrase and always involved the loss of certain overtones. The B words were a 
sort of verbal shorthand, often packing whole ranges of ideas into a few syllables, and 
at the same time more accurate and forcible than ordinary language. 

 
The B words were in all cases compound words. They consisted of two or more 
words, or portions of words, welded together in an easily pronounceable form. To 
take a single example: the words Relationships Protect, meaning, very roughly, 
‘loving relationships that hold the solutions for children and families overcoming 
adversity.’  



Some of the B words like Relationships Protect had highly subtitled meanings, barely 
intelligible to anyone who had not mastered the language as a whole. In this case it 
meant ‘to replace professionals and services with organic bonds and relationships.’ 
Another example was ‘more tailored and coherent response’ 

To grasp the full meaning of Famspeak one would have to have a clear idea of what 
is meant by Famspeak. Only a person thoroughly grounded in Famspeak could 
appreciate the full force of the words newly constructed together, Relationships 
Protect. Connection was made in the depths of the manuals of Famspeak as follows, 
‘The goal of our reform programme - Relationships Protect - is to leave a legacy of a 
self-improving system, within which actors have high levels of freedom and 
responsibility’ 

 
This is an example of the special function of certain Famspeak words that was not so 
much to express meanings as to destroy them. These words, necessarily few in 
number, had had their meanings extended until they contained within themselves 
whole batteries of words which, as they were sufficiently covered by a single 
comprehensive term, could now be scrapped, and forgotten. The greatest difficulty 
facing the compilers of the Famspeak Dictionary was not to invent new words, but, 
having invented them, to make sure what they meant: to make sure, that is to say, 
what ranges of words they cancelled by their existence. 
 
Some words were retained for the sake of convenience, but only with the undesirable 
meanings purged out of them. Countless other words simply ceased to exist. A few 
blanket words covered them, and, in covering them, abolished them. The words social 
and group vanished.  
 
Famspeak required the user knew what constituted right conduct, and what would 
occur if there were any departure. There was no need to enumerate any 
transgressions separately, since they were all equally culpable, and, in principle, all 
punishable.  
 
In the C vocabulary, which consisted of scientific and technical words, it might be 
necessary to give specialized names to certain activities such as Child Protection 
Expert or bespoke child protection pathway but the ordinary citizen/Family Help 
worker had no need of them. They knew Family Help and Relationships Protect. 
Nothing mattered except behavioural compliance. In Famspeak it was seldom 
possible to follow a heretical thought further than the perception that it was heretical: 
beyond that point the necessary words were non-existent. 

No word in the B vocabulary was ideologically neutral. A great many were 
euphemisms and meant almost the exact opposite of what they appeared to mean, for 
example ‘more generous multidisciplinary help offer, improved workforce knowledge 
and skills, more decisive intervention for inadequate and drifting authorities, and 
strengthened multi-agency arrangements.’  
 
There were great numbers of words which at first sight appeared to be mere 
abbreviations and which derived their ideological colour not from their meaning, but 
from their structure. 



 
So far as it could be contrived, everything that had or might have political significance 
of any kind was fitted into the B vocabulary. The name of every organization, or body 
of people, or doctrine, or country, or institution, or public building, was invariably cut 
down into the familiar shape; that is, a single easily pronounced word with the smallest 
number of syllables that would preserve the original derivation, for example, FamHelp.  
 
This was not done solely with the object of saving time. It was used with a conscious 
purpose. It was perceived that in thus abbreviating a name one narrowed and subtly 
altered its meaning, by cutting out most of the associations that would otherwise cling 
to it. Short, clipped words of unmistakable meaning which could be uttered rapidly and 
roused the minimum of echoes in the speaker's mind. The use of them encouraged a 
gabbling style of speech, at once staccato and monotonous. And this was exactly what 
was aimed at.  
 
The intention was to make speech, and especially speech on any subject not 
ideologically neutral, as nearly as possible independent of consciousness. For the 
purposes of everyday life it was no doubt necessary, or sometimes necessary, to 
reflect before speaking, but anyone now it should be able to spray forth the correct 
opinions as automatically as a machine gun spraying forth bullets. Training fitted the 
person to do this, the language gave an almost fool proof instrument, and the texture 
of the words, with their harsh sound and a certain wilfulness which was in accord with 
the spirit of Famspeak, assisted the process still further. 
 
So did the fact of having very few words to choose from. Relative to our own, the 
Famspeak vocabulary was tiny, and new ways of reducing it were constantly being 
devised. Famspeak, indeed, differed from most all other languages in that its 
vocabulary grew smaller instead of larger every year. Each reduction was a gain, since 
the smaller the area of choice, the smaller the need for thought.  

  
The C vocabulary.  
 
The C vocabulary was supplementary to the others and consisted entirely of scientific 
and technical terms. These resembled the scientific terms in use today, and were 
constructed from the same roots, but the usual care was taken to define them rigidly 
and strip them of undesirable meanings.  
 
Very few of the C words had any currency either in everyday speech or in political 
speech. Any scientific worker or technician could find all the words he needed in the 
list devoted to his own speciality in the relevant Knowledge and Skills Statement, but 
seldom had more than a smattering of the words occurring in the other lists.  

There was a circularity of the enforcement of Famspeak. Overarching was the 
National Children’s Social Care Framework that was to set the direction and purpose 
for the system, its work made opaque by the ‘meaningful indicators’ it produced that 
were to ‘bring transparency and learning.’  A National Practice Group built practice 
guides to achieve the National Framework taking ‘oversight of setting direction on 
questions of practice in children’s social care, including the voices of practice, 
evidence and lived experience.’ The National Reform Board was to oversee 
implementation of the review’s recommendations and monitor system feedback, in 



practice this meant to dismantle by localisation, exemption and exception any matter 
that was seen as an obstacle to achieve the re-regulation and centralisation posing 
as deregulation, localisation, and flexibility. Finally, the National Data and 
Technology Taskforce was to create the structures that determined the lifeworld ‘to 
coordinate local authority and national action to achieve progress on use of data and 
technology. 
 
Evidence became a word that had its meaning skewed by sources being created 
until it meant whatever it was needed to mean. There was a retrofitting of research to 
requirement. Nothing new was revealed but anything could be given justification and 
a foundation for policy and practice development. This created a disorientation for 
those during the transition as they still expected evidence to be scientific. 

From the foregoing account it will be seen that in Famspeak the expression of 
unorthodox opinions, even at a very low level, was well-nigh impossible and retain 
professional standing and credibility  It was of course possible to utter heresies, and 
there were a few exceptions that were allowed the space to make public the heresy 
which was used to reinforce the orthodoxy. These heretics were useful and so had to 
protected. It would have been possible, for example, to say Social Work or group 
Living is good, but this statement would be heard as a self-evident absurdity that could 
not have been sustained by reasoned argument, because the necessary words were 
not available. Ideas inimical to Famspeak could only be entertained in a vague 
wordless form, and could only be named in very broad terms which lumped together 
and condemned whole groups of heresies without defining them in doing so. One 
could, in fact, only use Famspeak for unorthodox purposes by illegitimately translating 
some of the words from Social Work language for an entirely different purpose and 
meaning. The danger theoretically existed that in using Famspeak words one might 
remember their original meanings. In practice it was not difficult for any person well-
grounded in Famspeak to avoid doing this, but within a couple of generations even the 
possibility of such a lapse would have vanished. A person growing up with Famspeak, 
as had been the intention, as their sole language would no more know that social had 
once had the secondary meaning of ‘shared’ or that group had once meant family. It 
was to be foreseen that with the passage of time the distinguishing characteristics of 
Famspeak would become more and more pronounced — its words growing fewer and 
fewer, their meanings more and more rigid, and the chance of putting them to improper 
uses always diminishing. 
 
When Social Work had been once and for all superseded, the last link with the past 
would have been severed. History had already been rewritten, but fragments of the 
literature of the past survived here and there, imperfectly censored, and so long as 
one retained one's knowledge of the old way of speaking it was possible to read them. 
In the future such fragments, even if they chanced to survive, would be unintelligible 
and untranslatable. It was impossible to translate any passage of social work into 
Famspeak. In practice this meant that no book written before approximately 2022 
could be translated as a whole. Pre-Famspeak literature needed ideological translation 
— that is, alteration in sense as well as language. There were large quantities of 
indispensable technical manuals that had to be rewritten. This led to the extension 
from the original 7 years of achieving Famspeak to the later date of 2050 
 



This never happened due to the failure of Famspeak. The ambition of the ‘scale and 
specialist capabilities’ to ‘address the current weaknesses in the system and 
establish organisations able to transform the care system’ was never translated into 
practice as it proved to be a utopian idealism, a system with all the messy bits taken 
out. 

The inherent weaknesses grew and with no ways of understanding what was 
happening. It was for this purpose that there had to be determined work of 
Reclaiming Social Work, which was ironic as this was the name given to the project 
by the few people who instituted Famspeak. 

 


